Introduction

Recent years have witnessed a rapidly escalating debate on the process and
adequacy of research funding in the United States. In this debate strong opinions
have been voiced concerning the relationships and relative merits of issues such
as "big" science versus "little" science, centers of excellence versus individual
initiatives, and directed research versus unconstrained research. Intimately relat-
ed to this debate is a perception that U.S. research capabilities have steadily
eroded despite substantial increases in research budgets. Most of the discourse,
generally anecdotal, has taken place at meetings, in hallways, and through the
media via letters and articles. Only rarely have reports (Lederman [1], OTA [2])
addressed various aspects of the issues raised.

The same debate flourishes in the scientific fields served by the Committee
on Solar-Terrestrial Research (CSTR)/Committee on Solar and Space Physics
(CSSP). The committee deemed it timely to address the issues involved and,
like the Ledennan report, seek to resolve the basic paradox behind the question:

Why has increased research funding been accompanied by decreased
effectiveness in the conduct of space physics research?

Many thorny issues lurk behind this simply stated question. Is its basic premise
accurate or even verifiable? Can and do funding choices influence the effective-
ness of a scientific discipline? If so, have the funding agencies spent their
money unwisely? Have the research communities abrogated their responsibili-
ties by wanting to do everything and prioritizing nothing? Is it true, as has been